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February 9, 2004
Vid HAND DELIVERY

Ms Deborah Taylor Tate, Chairman

TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY

460 James Robertson Parkway

Nashville, Tennessee 37243 .

Re:  Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone Companies and
Cooperatives Request for Suspension of Wireless to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the Communications
Act of 1934, as Amended; Docket No. 03-00633
Dear Chairman Tate
, Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced docket are the original and thirteen
copies of the responses of United Telephone Company to data requests issued by the

TRA staff on January 14, 2004

Should you have any questions with respect to this filing, please do not hesitate to
contact me at the number shown above.

Thanking you in advance for your assistance with this matter, I am
Very truly yours

R. Dale Grimes

RDG/tn
Enclosure

cc Mr Herb Bivens
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Tenhessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communicanions Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 1: Has the company previously petitioned the FCC or the TRA requesting an
extension of time, or a modification of the FCC's rules regarding number portability? If
so, a copy of each company's filings should be provided with the response.

Answer: United Telephone Co has petitioned the FCC through our national
organization — The Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of
Small Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO) See Attached
filings



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 2: Identify, by company, the switch designation(s), and exchange(s), for which
the petition of suspension of the FCC's rules is being sought.

Answer: Chapel Hill 931-364 CPHLTNXADS2
Belfast 931-276 BLFSTNXARSO
Fosterville 931-437,615-233 FSTVTNXARSO
Unionville 931-294 UNVLTNXADSO
Nolensville 615-776,615-941 NLVLTNXARSI
College Grove 615-368 CLGVTNXARSO
Estill Springs  931-649 ESSPTNXARSO
Flat Creek 931-695 FLCKTNXARSO

o



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 10 Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 3: Identify and describe the specific equipment, software, programming or
other technical issues that make number portability technically infeasible for each
company.

Answer: Unresolved implementation 1ssues such as Lucent software upgrade
scheduling may be a factor affecting deployment of number portability for
United Telephone The time required for internal testing, coordination,
and live trials may also be a factor

United Telephone joins 1n the Tennessee Coalition Joint Response to this
data request, filed February 6, 2004



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compantes and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiliry Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 4: For each piece of equipment and/or software item that is required, identify the
costs to each company to purchase, install and test each item necessary for the
implementation of local number portability capability.

Answer: The following 1s a list of related NSEPs (features) and prices which United
purchased to provide LNP

ASPCORE $ 509,000
LNPNCTI 17,000
LNPAABI 5,000
LNPBASI 100,000
LNPAMALI 5,000
ASLNP 185,000
AIDRTI 9,000
TOTAL SOFTWARE/EQUIPMENT $ 830,000
TOTAL LABOR COSTS 7.211
TOTAL COST OF EQUIPMENT $ 837,211



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Compamies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 5: Identify the costs of each company, if any, of any contract(s) that must be
entered into to participate in number portability. (Any costs or contract(s) considered
required should not include interconnection agreements.)

Answer: The following contracts will have to be entered 1nto and the costs are not
currently known, but are likely to be ongoing

. United Telephone will pay a FCC mandated LNP charge to
NeuStar, Inc 1n accordance with the FCC Recovery Order Annual
Fee Amount paid in 2003 - $1,229 70

° There will be a fee to BellSouth (STP link provider) (The fee 1s
unknown presently )

e  There will be a fee involved to NECA to update the LERG $100 00
per sheet



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 6: Identify any administrative function(s) change(s), internal and external to the
company, and the costs incurred to implement the change(s). (Administrative changes
would include additional personnel, office equipment and etc.)

Answer: General Manager $2,078
Office Staff Training 1,103

Information Services Programming 250

$ 3,431



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 7: Identify each company's total cost to implement local number portability.

Answer: TOTAL COST OF EQUIPMENT (SEE PAGE 4) $837,211
ADMINISTRATIVE COST TO DATE 3.431
TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST $840,642
ESTIMATED ANNUAL COST OF PARTICIPATION 3,000



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 8: Provide the number of access lines each company has in service.

Answer: United Telephone Company has 16,269 Access Lines as of January 31



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portabiity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 9: Identify, by company, if the FCC authorized local number portability charge,
as a regular monthly charge, is being imposed? If a LNP charge is being imposed by any
company, how much is the monthly charge and when did the charge begin to show on
customer's billing invoices for each company?

Answer: United has not filed with any governing authority for a LNP Charge



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline to Wireless Number
Portability Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 10: Identify, by companys, if there have been any previous requests from CLECs
or Wireless Service Providers for number portability? Provide copies of those requests
with the response.

Answer: United Telephone Company received a request from Sprint. A copy is
attached

10



Tennessee Coalition of Rural Incumbent Telephone
Companies and Cooperatives Request for
Suspension of Wireline 1o Wireless Number
Portabdity Obligations Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2)
of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended
Docket No. 03-00633

United Telephone Company
Response to Data Requests of January 14, 2004

Question 11: Identify, by company, if the company can, or does, provide remote call
forwarding, or like service features, as a subscription feature available to its consumers?

Answer: United Telephone Company provides remote call forwarding as a
subscription feature to all customers.

11
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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Telephone Number Portability CC:Docket No. 95-116

CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on
Wireline-Wireless Porting Issues

EMERGENCY JOINT PETITION FOR PARTIAL STAY AND CLARIFICATION

Pursuant to Sections 1 41, 1 43 and 1.106(n) of the Commlslsmn's Rules,’ the
Independent Telephone and Telecommunications Alliance (ITTA), the National
Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA), and the Organization for the
Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO)
seek a partial stay of the Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 03-
284 (released November 10, 2003) (the “Order”) ITTA, OPASTC:O, and NTCA
collectively represent the vast majonty of rural, small and mid-sized incumbent local
exchange camers (ILECs) Individual Association members each serve less than two
percent of the Nation’s subscriber hines (hereafter the 2 Percent Cammiers). (The ITTA,

NTCA and OPASTCO are collectively referred to herein as *“Petitioners )

! 47CFR.§§141,143 and 1 106(n)

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO CC Docket 95-116
November 21, 2003



Thus request for Stay 1s submutted by each petitioner on behalf of 1ts respective
member Local Exchange Carriers (“LECs™), each of which1s a LE:C that serves fewer
than 2 percent of the Nation’s subscriber lines 2 Petitioners respect:fully submut that, with
respect to the 2 Percent Carriers, good cause exists to Stay the effectiveness of the
Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking,
Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, FCC 03-284 (released November

10, 2003) (the “Order’)
INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The Request for Stay of the Order with Respect to the 2 Pelrcent Camers 15
Consistent with the Established Critena for Grant of a Stay Request and the
Commussion’s Commutment to Consideration of Rural Carriers and Rural Customer
Concerns. The Petitioners emphasize to the Commussion that the intent of this request 1s
not to stop or impede the evolution of either competition or local number portability
(LNP). The purpose of this request 1s to ensure, consistent with the exphicit
Congressional intent set forth in the Act, that the provision® of wireline-to-wireless LNP
1n the areas served by the 2 Percent Carrers 1s implemented in a manner that 1) is

technically feasible, 2) 1s not unduly economically burdensome; 3) does not result in a

sigmficant adverse 1mpact on users of telecommunications service generally; and 4) 1s

2 See, Section 251(f)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the “Act”).

3 Petitioners are aware that the Commussion has 1ssued an Order 1n this proceeding dated November
20, 2003, m which the Commussion demes a Joint petition for Stay filed by the United States Telecom
Association and CenturyTel of Colorado, Inc  (the “Jont Petition”) Petitioners will not herein repeat the
arguments that the Commussion has addressed 1n the Order denying the Joint Petition except to the extent
that the record and the public domain demonstrate the existence of facts limited to the concerns of the 2
percent carners that have not previously been addressed The Petitioners and their individual members
reserve all rights with respect to seeking rehief from a court of competent jurisdichion regarding any and all
1ssues associated with the Order including those matters addressed by the Commussion 1n 1ts November 20,
2003 demal of the Jomnt Petition

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 2 CC Docket 95-116
November 21, 2003



consistent with the public mnterest, convenience and necessity *

The recogmtion of the distinction of the characteristics and concerns regarding the
2 Percent Carriers and their customers from the larger ILECs was first statutorily codified
1n the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The Commission, however, has a long history
of policymaking both prior to and subsequent to 1996 that reflects the recognition of
these distinctions. In fact, the consideration of these charactenstics and distinctions has
formed the basis for the Commission’s thoughtful adoption of pohicy affecting rural
subscnbers and their rural incumbent providers.5

The Order, 1n contrast to the ngorous consideration of the distinct characteristics
and concerns of the 2 Percent Carners and their customers affordedl by the Commission
in other policy decisions, does not address and resolve rural deployment concerns. The
Petitioners respectfully submut that the Commussion’s review of information on the
record 1n this proceeding and otherwise 1n the public domain demonstrates that good
cause exists to Stay the effectiveness of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent Carners.

The Petitioners and other parties will undoubtedly seek formal reconsideration
and clanfication of the 1ssues and concerns raised herein ' When the Commission
addresses the specific 1ssues and concems of the 2 Percent Carriers, Petitioners expect
that the Commussion will, consistent with its tradition of consideration and concern for
issues affecting rural consumers and their service providers, modify the requirements for
wireline-to-wireless LNP established in the Order with respect to the application of those

requirements to the 2 Percent Carners

4 See, Section 251(f)(2) of the Act. The referenced critena are those that are considered by a State
Commusston, pursuant to the Act, when determining whether a Section 251(b) or (c) nterconnection
requirement should be suspended or modified in the service areas of a 2 Percent,Carmer.

5 See, e g, Rural Task Force Order, 16 FCC Red 11244 (rel. May 23, 2001)

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 3 CC Docket 95-116
November 21, 2003



As demonstrated below, irreparable harm will result 1n the absence of the
requested Stay. Two Percent Carriers will be subjected to techmcaliy infeasible
compliance deadlines and resulting enforcement actions ° They wﬂl also be required to
mvest limited resources in otherwise unnecessary efforts to comply with technical aspects
of the Order that disregard the operational reahities of the interconnection arrangements
that wireless carriers have generally established with the networks of the 2 Percent
Carners. Moreover, i the absence of a Stay of the application of the Order to the 2
Percent Carriers, the opportunity contemplated by Congress for the State Commissions to
exercise their rghts and judgment in determining whether the deployment of number
portability 1s 1n the public interest 1n the service areas of the 2 Percent Carriers could be
adversely affected.” Although wireless carriers may protest that the Stay will harm their
competitive efforts, any such asserted harm 1s not wurreparable. The lPetitloners
respectfully submut that the interests of all parties will be better served by ensuring that
the deployment of number portability 1n the rural areas of the nation 1s achieved 1n a
thoughtful manner that does not harm consumers or disregard the very real operational

and network 1ssues that must be addressed prior to any number being ported accurately 8

6 See, Order atn 76

7 See, Sec 251(f)(2) of the Act In this regard, the Petitioners are concerned that the Commission
may have nadvertently signaled an attempt to preempt the nghts of State Commussions In the context of
1ts determination that mnterconnection agreements are not necessary for intermodal porting, the Commaission
states “We also do not believe that the state regulatory oversight mechamsm provided by Section 251 18
necessary to protect consumers 1n this hmited mstance ”» Order at para. 36 Apart from the fact that the
Commuission made no effort to substantiate how such a conclusory assertion meets the standards for
forbearance set forth 1n Section 10 of the Act, the Commussion cannot forbear from a function expressly
delegated by Congress to State Commussions fo exercise. Pending action on forthcoming petitions for
reconsideration and clanfication to establish that the Commission has not preempted the nghts of the State
Commusstons pursuant to Section 251, Stay of the effectiveness of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent
Cammers 1s warranted

8 As descnbed herein, 1 general wireless carmiers do not have direct connectivity to the networks of
the 2 Percent Camners Calls from wireline carners to a point of interconnection with a wireless carrier
beyond the wireline carmier’s network are transported generally by interexchange carners or mtralLATA toll

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 4 CC Docket 95-116
November 21, 2003



True consumer benefit from LNP can be achieved only 1f the porting process will
actually work 1n such a manner to meet consumer expectations Thé implementation and
network challenges associated with LNP in rural markets 1s real and musts be addressed.
Accordingly, grant of the Stay requested by the Petitioners on behalf of the 2 Percent

Carners will serve the overall and balanced consideration of the public interest.’

L. The Compliance Deadlines Established by the Order are not Consistent with
the Operations and Characteristics of the 2 Percent Carriers.

The Order requires wireline carriers operating within the top 100 Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (MSAs) to support wireline-to-wireless porting by N ovember 24,
2003."° The language of the Order suggests that the Commission’s intent may have been
to provide the 2 Percent Carners with a “transition period” to “help ensure a smooth
transition” 1n the deployment of number portability in their service areas

(F)or wireline carrers operating 1n areas outside of the 100 largest MSAs,
we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement that these carriers
port numbers to wireless carriers that do not have a point of
nterconnection or numbering resources in the rate center where the
customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned. We find that this transition
period will help ensure a smooth transition for carriers operating outside
of the 100 largest MSAs and provide them with sufficient time to make
necessary modifications to their systems 1

carniers that charge for their interexchange services These wireline to wireless calls are not “local
exchange service ” See Section I1I, infra '

9 The Petitioners’ request 1s, accordingly, consistent with the cnitena for Stay 1) Petitioners are
likely to prevail on the ments, 2) reparable harm will result 1n the absence of Stay, and 3) consideration of
the effect on other parties in contrast to the overall public interest warrants grant of the Stay Virginia
Petroleum Jobbers Ass'nv FPC, 259 F 24 921,925 (D C Cir 1958), see also, Washington Metropolitan
Transit Comnussion v Holiday Tours, Ind , 559 F 2d 841 (D C Cir 1977)

10 Order at para 29

11 Id Moreover, Commussioner Adelstein, 1n supporting the Commussion’s waiver of LNP
obligations for carriers operating outside of the top 100 MSAs until May 24, 2004, indicated that this
decision was made because of “certain hmitations on the ability of the nation’s smallest LECs to
techmcally provide LNP ” Commuissioner Martin also noted that small and rural carmers require this
additional time 1n order to overcome the burdens associated with LNP deployment See, /d, Separate
Statements of Commussioners Jonathan S Adelstemn and Commussioner Kevin J Martin

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 5 CC Docket 95-116
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Unfortunately, the realization of the mtent expressed by the Commission to provide a
transition cannot be achieved 1n the absence of the requested Stay because of the

operational factual realities and network charactenstics of the 2 Percent Carners that are

not addressed and resolved by the Order

A. Unlike the Larger LECs that are the predominant service providers in
the top 100 MSAs, the 2 Percent Carriers have not been required
under the Commission’s existing rules to deploy number porting
capability.

When the Commussion released the Order on November 10, 2003 establishing the
comphance deadline for wirelme-to-wireless portability in the top 100 MSAs for
November 24, 2003 (two weeks after the 1ssuance of the Order), 1t clearly did not
consider that many 2 Percent Carriers serve small portions of the access lines 1n the top
100 MSAs 2 Given the language cited above reflecting the Comm'lss1on’s intent to
provide a “transition period” for carriers operating outside of the top 100 MSAs, 1t 1s
likely that the Commission may have assumed that the carriers providing service in the
top 100 MSAs have already deployed the hardware and software necessary to support
number porting. With the development of competitive local exchange carner (CLEC)
competition 1n urban areas, the Commission may have expected that bona fide requests

and the resulting deployment of number portability n the switches of the large carriers

that predominantly serve these markets has already taken place 13 Under these

12 In those 1nstances where 2 Percent Carriers serve portions of the top 100 MSAs, their service 1s
generally provided n the more rural areas of those MSAs contiguous to the greater portion of the Carner’s
operations 1n rural market areas The access lines served m the top 100 MSAs by a 2 Percent Carmer
generally represents a relatively small percentage of that carrier’s total operations

13 Under the Commussion’s existing rules, service provider portability at the same location has been
available upon request since December 31, 1998 47 CFR § 5223

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 6 - CC Docket 95-116
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circumstances, and setting aside all of the other aspects of the Order‘that subject 1t to
challenge, we take no position whether it may be unreasonable, arbitrary or capricious to
provide only two weeks notice of the requirement to support intermodal wireline-to-
wireless LNP.

These circumstances, however, are not the circumstances apﬁhcable to the 2
Percent Carriers. In general, the service areas served by the 2 Percent Carniers (with
operations both inside and outside of the top 100 MSAs) have not been subjected to
requests for number portability from CLECs Accordingly, and consistent with the
Commussion’s Rules and Regulations, the 2 Percent Carriers have not generally deployed
the hardware and software 1n their switches to support number portability n their
operations whether inside or outside of the top 100 MSAs except where they may have
recerved BER's from wireline carriers or CLECs within the rate center. For these
carners, 1t 1s technically infeasible to support wireline-to-wireless number portability in
accordance with the Order by November 24, 2003. With respect to the 2 Percent
Carners, Stay of the effectiveness of the Order 1s necessary to avoid a clearly arbitrary
result So, contrary to the Commusston’s assertions, rural LECs have not necessanly had
years to prepare for LNP 1n their markets.

A two-week notice 1s an unquestionably madequate period wnhm which to deploy
wireline-to-wireless number porting capability i switches that have not previously been
upgraded to support portability The Commussion’s rules provide for a six-month period
to deploy hardware or switch changes from the time of recept of a legitimate request for

portability 14

14 47CFR § 5223

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 7 , CC Docket 95-116
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Moreover, with the November 2003 Order denying the Jownt Petition filed by the
United States Telecom Association (USTA and CenturyTel, Inc , the Commission
appears to indicate that, absent a bona fide request from a wireless carrier, LNP
deployment 1s not expected Prior to November 10, 2003, and the release of the
Comumussion’s Order, no person or entity could maintain with certainty that a request for
intermodal portability, as described in the Order, could possibly beé bona fide In fact, the
subject matter of the CTIA’s request for declaratory ruling necessarily implied the very
presence of uncertainty regarding the legitimacy of this new type of intermodal
portablhty.]5 Good reason existed for the CTIA’s uncertainty The intermodal portabihity
that the wireless carriers seek does not require the customer to utihze the ported number
“at the same location” where the number was previously used priorto porting 16

Without reaching all of the legal challenges which the Orde‘r will undoubtedly
encounter, the Commission can address and grant this request for Stay based on the facts

before it The CTIA submutted 1ts initial declaratory ruling request on January 23, 2003.

15 See, joint comments filed by NTCA and NECA, and comments filed by OPASTCO on Feb 26,
2003 1n response to, Comments Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling That Wireline Carriers
Must Provide Portability to Wireless Carmers Operating Within Their Service Areas, CC Docket No 95-
116, 18 FCC Rcd 832 (2003) and also OPASTCO comments filed June 13, 2003 1n response to, Comment
Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling on Local Number Portability Implementation Issues, CC
Docket No 95-116, CC Docket No 95-116, DA 03-1753 (rel. May 22, 2003), and also NTCA reply
comments filed June 24, 2003 1n response to Comment Sought on CTIA Petition for Declaratory Ruling on
Local Number Portability Implementation Issues, CC Docket No 95-116, DA 03-1753 (rel May 22,2003)

16 See, Section 3(30) of the Act which defines number portability in the context of use of the number
“at the same location,” not the same service area, not the same CMRS lcense area, not within the same
LATA, and not rated to the same rate center - but “at the same location.” As previously noted, the
Petitioners reserve their nghts with respect to seeking rehief from a court of competent junsdiction
regarding any and all 1ssues associated with the Order including the issue of whether the Order exceeds the
Commussion’s authority At the end of the day, the Commussion cannot escape the fact that the requirement
to provide number portability 1s established 1n Section 251 of the Act and number portability 1s defined by
Section 3 (30) of the Act. The Order clearly requires number portability beyond the scope of the
Commussion’s authonty The disregard of the statutory imitations and subsequent requirement of
investment by the 2 Percent Camers, the consequent additional cost burden on the consumers they serve,
and the likely anticipated competitive loss (compounded by the existing restrictions on wireless-to-wireline
porting) will cause wreparable harm and disservice to the overall public interest Good cause exists to grant
the requested Stay

ITTA, NTCA, OPASTCO 8 CC Docket 95-116
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The Commission’s gmdance was not provided until November 10, 2003. Durng the
interverung period, there was no basis for any LEC to act to support the type of
intermodal LNP requested by the wireless carriers

Clearly, pending the issuance of the Commussion’s guidance regarding the 1ssues
raised by the CTIA, 1t would have been irresponsible for any LEC to incur significant
jnvestments 1n software upgrades or new switches to accommodate the intermodal
portability requests, investments which may or may not have been consistent with the
Commussion’s ultimate decisions but which would have unavoidably imposed additional
cost burdens on consumers In fact, the Commussion itself in announcing the 1ssuance of
the Order stated 1n 1ts November 12, 2003 Daily Digest, “FCC CLEARS WAY FOR
LOCAL NUMBER PORTABILITY BETWEEN WIRELINE AND WIRELESS
CARRIERS.” The existence of uncertainty, confusion and the need for clanfication was
well known and understood by all parties and by the Commission Under these
circumstances, the 2 Percent Carriers should not be subjected to a two-week notice period
to deploy a service that the Commussion’s own rules provide a six-month notice period
prior to provisioning The Petitioners submut that the requested Stay should be granted.
To put the mtermodal portability deadline 1n perspective, the wireless industry required at
least 18-24 months to prepare for intermodal probability. It 1s neither reasonable nor

practicable to subject the Petitioners to the November 24, 2003 comphance deadline 1

17 Petitioners recognize and anticipate that carners may seek warver of this requirement as noted in
the Order at para 30  The public interest will be further served by grant of the requested Stay which will
obviate the necessity of the Commission’s devotion of resources to the processing of the large number of
anticipated waiver requests
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B. Good Cause Exists to Stay the Effectiveness of the Order on the 2
Percent Carriers Pending Reconsideration and Clarification of
Additional Aspects of the Compliance Deadlines Established in the

Order.

The concerns of the Petitioners and the 2 Percent Carners with the compliance
deadlmes set forth m the Order are not limited to those instances where a 2 Percent
Carrier serves a portion of a top 100 MSA The language of paragraph 29 of the Order
unfortunately lends 1tself to ambiguity and resulting controversies For example,
although the Order requires wireline carriers to support wireline-to-wireless LNP in the
top 100 MSAs by November 24, 2003, the comphiance deadline does not address a
situation common to many 2 Percent Carriers that serve a small portion of a top 100 MSA
utilizing a switch that 1s located outside of that MSA. Although the Commission’s rules
provide that LNP is requested on a switch specific basis,'® the language establishing the
comphiance deadhnes 1s not clear Isa 2 Percent Camer required to support LNP in the
small portion of a top 100 MSA regardless of where 1ts switch 1s located, or only if 1ts

switch is 1n a top 100 MSA?"?

18 47CFR§ 5223

19 The ambiguities regarding the apphication of the comphance deadlines established by the Order
are further exacerbated by questions regarding the determination of what constitutes the “top 100 MSAs”
for purposes of the Order The Commission must address the rarmfications of the revised definitions of
MSAs by the Census Bureau which were effective June 6, 2003 Petitioners understand that the
Commussion treats an MSA that was once 1n the top 100 MSAs as a “top 100 MSA?” not withstanding that
1t may no longer be included in the top 100 MSAs. The petitioners are unaware, however, of how the
Commussion freats a specific county that was once associated with a top 100 MSA, but is no longer
associates with that MSA  Similarly, the Petitioners are aware of circumstances where 2 Percent rural
carmers are associated with newly established non-top 100 MSAs which were once mcorporated 1nto
another MSA 1 the top-100 MSAs
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Equally troubling and a likely source of otherwise unnecessary disputes between parties
1s the following language from the Commuission’s Order.

(F)or wireline carriers operating in areas outside of the 100 largest
MSAs, we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement that these
carmiers port numbers to wireless carrers that do not have a point of
interconnection or numbering resources 1n the rate center where the
customer’s wireline number 1s provisioned 2 (Underscoring added).

This is the same language cited in Section A above which the Petitioners believe the
Commussion adopted to provide the 2 Percent Carners with a transition period. The
underscored language, however, raises unanswered questions and concerns. Evenifa2
Percent Carner provides no service in a top 100 MSA, the underscored words will likely
be used by a wireless carrier to request immediate mntermodal portability on the basis of
an assertion that the wireless carrier has “a point of interconnection or numbering
resources in the rate center where the customer’s wireline number is provisioned.”
Because of this ambiguity 1n the cited language, the apparent objective to provide
the 2 Percent Carriers with a transition penod is not achieved Moreover, the words
“pomnt of interconnection or numbering resources n the rate center” raise additional
ambiguities and uncertainties, as the Commussion 1s aware Issues exist within pending
proceedings at the Commussion with respect to what constitutes a “point of
interconnection” when a wireless carrier elects to utilize indirect interconnection to the
network of a 2 Percent Carner. Similarly, questions regarding what legitimately

constitutes a numbering resource in a rate center are also pending 21 Asaresult of the

20 Order at para 29

21 Within the context of the Commission’s consideration of intercarrier compensation 1ssues there are
numerous pending matters addressing various aspects of wireline/wireless iterconnection including the
treatment of so-called “transit traffic,” obhigations regarding the routing and rating of traffic and the
utilization of rate centers, and the use of “phantom NXXs * In this regard, the Order references the Sprint
petition for Declaratory Ruling Order atn 75
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lack of clanty and certainty with respect to these matters, otherwise unnecessary
controversies and disputes will undoubtedly anse in the context of a request to a 2
Percent Camer for portability. The obvious need for clanfication and reconsideration of

these matters further substantiates the good cause that exists to grant the requested Stay 2

I1. The Technical requirements of the Order Regarding the Rating and Routing
of Calls to Ported Numbers are not Factually Consistent with the Operations
and Characteristics of the 2 Percent Carriers.

A. It is Technically Infeasible for the 2 Percent Carriers to Comply Fully
with the Requirements of the Order With Respect to Routing and
Rating of Calls to Ported Numbers.

As discussed above, the service and operational characteristics of the 2 Percent
Carriers are distinct from the larger carriers that predominantly serve the top 100 MSAs.
Unlike the larger camners, the 2 Percent Carmers have generally not received requests
from CLECs for LNP and, consequently, their switches are not technically capable of
supporting mntermodal portability to customers residing mside or outside of the top 100
MSAs Distinctions between the 2 Percent Carriers and the larger carriers also exist with
respect to the network arrangements (or lack thereof) 1n place with wireless carrers.
These distinctions render 1t techmcally infeasible for 2 Percent carriers to comply

generally with the rating and routing requirements established by the Order

22 The Petitioners have also been concerned that the broad language utilized in the Order at para 29
may be interpreted to require the 2 Percent Carriers to deploy mtermodal porting capability by either
November 24, 2003 or May 24, 2004 wrespective of whether or not they have recerved BFR for portability
from a carmer As noted above, the November 20, 2003 decision denying the Joint Petition, states that
“carners do not need to deploy LNP until recerving a request from another carrier to do so ” The Petitioners
believe that 1t 1s imperative that this mterpretation of relevant statutes be confirmed, so that small and rural
LECs have a reasonable degree of certainty with regards to their LNP-associated obligations
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Specifically, the Order requires that “calls to the ported number will continue to be rated
in the same fashion as they were prior to the port  As to the routing of calls to ported
numbers, 1t should be no different than 1f the wireless carrier had assigned the customer a
new number rated to that rate center.” 2 The quote reflects an apparent assumption that
the Commuisston has made that somehow a wireless carner may have a night to
“3ssociate” a number with a rate center and thereby automatically ensure that calls to that
number will be treated by an ongmating LEC as a “local exchange service” call?* While
the Commission’s assumption may or may not be correct in the areas served by larger
carriers that have deployed network facilities throughout a Local Access Transport Area
(LATA) or region, this assumption 1s most defimtely not correct with respect to 2 Percent
Carners.

Neither mterconnection between two carriers nor the establishment of an
Extended Area Service (EAS) route between two carriers occurs automatically or by
regulatory fiat. Interconnection occurs within the framework of Section 251 of the Act
and is mitiated by a request of one carrier to another, interconnection 1s not a product of

spontaneous generatlon.25 Similarly, the estabhishment of an EAS route does not occur 1n

23 Order at para 28.

24 The Petitioners note with concern that this apparent assumption regarding the treatment of traffic
from a wireline carrier to a wireless carmer appears to prejudge 1ssues pending before the Commission 1n
the Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling

25 In this regard, the Petitioners rexterate their concern with the Commuission’s statement, “We also
do not behieve that the state regulatory oversight mechanism provided by Section 251 15 necessary to
protect consumers 1n this imited instance.” Order at para. 36. Petitioners urge the Commussion to guard
against any party that attempts to avoid the statutorily estabhished framework of request, negotiation, and
state Commussion arbitration, 1f necessary Forbearance 1n this instance may be a disservice to the public
interest The Commussion bases 1ts forbearance on an assumption that “number portability, by itself, does
not create new obligations with regard to exchange of traffic between the camers involved 1n the port ”
Order at para. 36 The Commussion should be aware that this statement 1s not factually sustainable in the
instance of most of the 2 Percent Cammiers which do not have an established relationship with wireless
carners that have elected to transport traffic to the customers of the 2 Percent Carners via a third party
carrier
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the absence of negotiation and agreement regarding the exchange of traffic between the
two carrers

Irrespective of the factual assumptions implicit 1n the Order, the fact is that ifa
call 1s ported to a wireless carner that has no established interconnection arrangement
with a 2 Percent Carrier, the “calls to the ported number” cannot be rated “in the same
fashion as they were prior to the port »26 T the absence of an established interconnection
arrangement with a wireless carer, calls from wireline carners to the network of the
wireless carrier are generally carried by the onginating end user’s choice of toll carrier or
interexchange carrier (IXC).

Where the Order directs wireline carriers to route “calls to ported numbers . . . no
different than 1f the wireless carner had assigned the customer a new number rated to that
rate center,” the routing will be to the onginating wireline customer’s chosen toll or IXC
in those mstances where a wireless carrier has failed to establish an interconnection
arrangement with the wireline carner pursuant to Section 251 of the Act. Under these
circumstances, the wireline carrier 1s unable to comply with the requirement of the Order
to rate calls to the ported number “in the same fashion as they were prior to the port ”
The rating 1s performed by the ongmating customer’s toll or interexchange service

provider.

26 In fact, the Commussion should be aware that 2 Percent Carners do not “rate” calls within a local
exchange service calling scope “Rating” 1s a function performed by toll or interexchange carners.
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B. The Order Disregards the Factual Realities Regarding the Networks
and Operations of the 2 Percent Carriers; the Order Disregards the
Consumer Confusion and Dissatisfaction that will Result in the
Absence of a Grant of the Requested Stay.

Petitioners are concerned by the Order’s disregard for the specific operational and
network characteristics of the 2 Percent Carriers and of the factual realities regarding the
existing exchange of traffic between the 2 Percent Carrers and wireless carriers. The
Commussion should be aware that each of the Petitioners and their members have met
with Commission Staff in this proceeding and numerous other proceedings to set forth

27

and explain these factual realities ©' Acknowledgement and understanding of these

fundamental operational realities 1s vital not only within this proceeding, but 1n each of
the pending proceedings before the Commussion which will impact the provision of
unmiversal service 1n the areas served by the 2 Percent Camers.?®
In this regard, Petitioners observed with distress the following statement in the
November 20, 2003, Order denying the Joint Petition filed by the USTA and CenturyTel'
Finally, with no factual backup, petitioners assert that there 1s no
established method for routing and billing calls ported outside of the local
exchange. We note that today, in the absence of wireline-to-wireless LNP,

calls are routed outside of local exchanges and routed and billed correctly.
We thus find that, without more explanation, the scope of the alleged

27 Ex Parte meetings with FCC Commusstoners, their advisors or bureau staff held July 31 with the
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, on September 4 with Commussioner Adelstem and his legal advisor
for spectrum 1ssues, Commsstoner Copps and legal advisor Paul Margie, on September 9 with Sheryl
Wilkerson, an advisor to Chairman Powell and Trey Hanbury from the Office of General Counsel, on
September 17 with Barry Ohlson, legal advisor to Commuissioner Adelstemn, Jason Williams, spectal
assistant to Commussioner Martin, Paul Margie, legal advisor to Commussioner Copps, Sheryl Wilkerson,
legal advisor to Chairman Powell & Jennifer Manner, senior counsel to Commussioner Abernathy, on
September 29 with Commissioner Martin and his legal advisor Sam Feder, on October 21 with FCC staff
Bill Maher, Carol Mattey, Paul Gamett, Cheryl Callan, Eric Emnhorn and Rob Tanner.

28 As the Comrmussion 15 aware, 1t 1s this basic concern for the welfare of customers 1n the rural areas
generally served by the 2 Percent Carriers that lead Congress to statutonily 1dentify and provide distinct
treatment for the 2 Percent Carmiers with respect to the determination of interconnection requirements
pursuant to Section 251 of the Act
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problem and 1ts potential effect on consumers is unclear
To those committed to investment 1 telecommunications infrastructure throughout rural
America, the tone and content of the quoted statement 1s chilling. With deference and
respect, the Petitioners will endeavor to summarize the “factual backup” and explanation
of the problem and 1ts potential effect on consumers

Contrary to the Commisston’s apparent factual musunderstanding, the 2 Percent
Carmiers do not provision local exchange services that mvolve transport responsibility or
network functions beyond their own networks within their respective service areas. This
fact 1s 1n stark contrast to the networks of the Regional Bell Operating Companies
(RBOCs) It 1s particularly disheartening to the Petitioners that the Order acknowledges
the Limitations of the RBOCs “to route calls outside of LATA boundaries,”° but fails to
acknowledge and recogmize that the 2 Percent Carriers are physically and techmcally
limited to transport traffic within their exchange boundanes and to points of
interconnections at their boundaries.

Unlike the RBOCs that transport traffic throughout a LATA over their established
network facilities, the mterconnection obligations and technical capabilities of the 2
Percent Carners are limited to their local exchange networks which are geographucally
limuted by the bounds of their incumbent service territory Telecommunications services
provided to end users which involve transport responsibility to interconnection with the
networks of other carriers at pornts beyond a 2 Percent Carrier’s service area network are

provided by toll or IXCs, and not by the 2 Percent Carrier.

29 In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CC Docket No 95-116, Order released November
20, 2003 at para. 9

30 Orderatn75
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|
|
|
|

The toll carrier or IXC chosen by the end user customer 1s responsible for th:e
|

transport and network functions for the transmussion of the calls destined to points
beyond the network of the 2 Percent Carrier The toll carrier or IXC “carnes” the call to
|

its destination for termination to the called party, generally utihizing the switched

Interconnection and termination services of the carner serving the customer on the other

end of the call. Accordingly, calls that are originated by customers of 2 Percent Calrricrs

Carner are both “routed” and “rated” by the customer’s chosen toll carner or IXC \x:fhlch,

and destined to network interconnection points beyond the network of the 2 Percent

) |
in fact, 1s the service provider for such calls. The functional involvement of the 2 P;ercent
Carrier with respect to such calls 1s limited to the provision of interexchange access,

services on an equal basis to IXCs that compete to provide interexchange services to the

end user
|

|
In the absence of a factually and legally sound determination of these spe01ﬁ|c

network issues, there is no basis to establish a method for routing and billing calls p’orted

outside of the local exchange “in the same fashion as they were prior to the port.” The

Commussion states, as quoted above, “that today, 1n the absence of wireline-to-wireless

LNP, calls are routed outside of local exchanges and routed and billed correctly ” The

statement 1s true, but 1n the instance of calls from customers of 2 Percent Carners to

wireless carriers that have failed to establish interconnection with the 2 Percent Carrer,

the Commission must recognize the fact that the calls are “routed and billed correctly” by

the onginating customer’s toll carrier or IXC which charges the onginating end user

customer for the interexchange service.

The Petitioners are concerned that the Order’s disregard for the operational
|

realities set forth above leads the Commussion also to disregard the potential effect of the

|

|
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technical ability to transport a call beyond 1ts network boundary When a number is

|
i
Order on consumers. As described above, a 2 Percent Carrier does not have the !
I
ported under these circumstances to a wireless carner, the 2 Percent Carriers are ‘

concerned that their end users originating a call to such a number will continue to dia:ll the
|

number as a “local exchange service call.” The call will travel from the end user to tihe
switch of the 2 Percent Carrier The switch will perform a database dip and determir?le

|
that the destination number 1s now assigned to a wireless carrer The switch will loc:>k
for a trunk to switch the call to, but 1t will find no trunk because the wireless carrier 'has
not established interconnection In all likelihood, the customer will either: 1) receive a

message that the call cannot be completed as dialed, or 2) the call will be completed|as

dialed, but wll be routed through the onginating customer’s presubscnbed IXC, whlo will

in-turn bill said customer the associated toll charges for transport of the call to the |
i
|
|
As noted by the Order, though perhaps not fully understood, “the routing of ;calls

terminating wireless carrier

to ported numbers . should be no different than 1f the wireless carrier had assxgned! the

|
customer a new number rated to that rate center.” In the descnibed circumstances, and
urespective of the wireless carmer’s unilateral assignment of a “rate center,” when the

wireless carrier has not established interconnection, the only technical means for theI call
|
to move from the ongnating end user to the wireless network is over the interexchange

|
|

facilities of the origmating customer’s long distance provider

Ths 1s the set of circumstances that 2 Percent Carriers have presented to the
|

. |
Commussion undersconng their concern for their subscribers. Because these 1ssues have
|

not been addressed, the wireline-to-wireless porting of numbers in the 2 Percent Car:ner

|
service areas will exther lead to non-completed calls or to toll charges for calls that h;ad
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|
1
\
l
i

.
historically been treated as local, and mevitably lead to general customer confusion and
|

|
dissatisfaction. Because these 1ssues remain unaddressed, the industry, state and félderal

1

regulators, and consumers will be subjected to undue burdens while they struggle vivith

the consequences of the implementation of the Order in the absence of the request%d

Stay

|

III. The Commission should Stay the Effectiveness of the Order on the 2 peli'cent
Carriers Until a Myriad of Issues Affecting Those Carriers and their |
Customers are Addressed and Resolved. 1

|

The unresolved matters regarding routing and rating of wireline calls to numbers
l

ported to wireless carriers are not the only unresolved 1ssues raised by the Order that

|
demonstrate the existence of good cause to grant the request for Stay of the effectiveness

of the Order with respect to the 2 Percent Carniers The Petitioners have 1dentified |
!

numerous additional concerns that will undoubtedly be the subject matter of pCtltiOIilS for
\

|
reconsideration, clanfication, and judicial review. For purposes of this request for Stay,
the Petitioners respectfully bring one additional matter to the attention of the \

|
|
Commussion i
|
The Order assumes Commussion jurisdiction over the rates charged 1
|

by the 2 percent carriers 1n an mequitable anti-competitive manner and without due |
|

I
process. The concern of the Petitioners regarding the directive 1n the Order addressing
|

the rating of a call to a ported number reaches far beyond the operational and technical

feasibility concerns addressed 1n Section III above In just twenty-one words, the OrI,a’er

revamps jurisdictional regulation, preempts state regulatory authonty, and establishes
|

disparate regulatory treatment on the basis of technology 1n an anti-competitive and |

unjustly discrimmatory manner. The Order casually states as a matter of fact that “célls
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to the ported number will continue to be rated in the same fashion as they were pnori to

the port.>! The conclusion 1s provided as if 1t 15 a “natural wonder ” No notice of tliw

. . i
1ssue, no opportunity to comment, no discussion or analysis of the 1ssue much less the

offer of a rational basis for the conclusion

i

Ths is the first instance known to the Petitioners 1n which the Commission has

directed how a LEC will charge a customer for the provision of telecommunications:
!

service that the Commission apparently wants the customer to consider “local exchalnge
!

. . i
service.” In those states where a 2 Percent Carrier is subject to rate regulation with |

respect to the proviston of local exchange services, the relevant regulatory body for !such

z
determimations 1s the State Commussion If the Commussion is asserting jurisdiction,
l

thereby preempting the State Commission, and mandating the scope of traffic that a iLEC
|
must include in 1ts local exchange service offering, the Petitioners respectfully suggt;ast

that any such preemption cannot be effective in the absence of appropriate statutoryi

authority and due process.”

|
|
In the alternative, the Commission may more likely have determimed, but not
|

offered 1ts reasoning, that the calls from a wireline network to a number ported to a |

wireless carmer are “CMRS?” traffic and, accordingly, not subject to state rate Junsdlfctlon
pursuant to Section 332 of the Act The Commisston, however, does not rate regula;te
CMRS traffic. On any call from a wireless network to a wireline network, the w1re1;ess
|
carmer 1s free to charge market rates as 1t determines in 1ts sole discretion. Pet1t1one!rs

submut that 1f a call between two customers of different providers is free from rate

regulation when mitiated on the network of one provider, 1t should be free from

31 Order at para 28 ‘

32 See, 5USC §553(b)

|
|
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|

|
regulation when ongmated on the network of the other provider. Neither the d1reé1t1on of

the call nor the characteristics of the technology serving one end of the call compa‘lred to

the other provides a basis to provide less than equal protection to both carriers. Pending

|
reconsideration, clanification, or judicial review of this matter, good cause exists td grant
|

1
the Stay requested by the Petitioners 1n order to avoid irreparable competitive harn'|1 3

|
IV. CONCLUSION 'l
I
|

Petitioners have demonstrated that good cause exists for the grant of a stay bf the
|

Order A stay 1s needed to prevent unwarranted disruption and harm to the 2 Percent
|

Carriers operating 1n rural areas and to their customers. The Order recognizes that a:1

|
transition 1s needed for these carriers but subjects them on short notice to 1ll-deﬁncc‘1,

I
novel and conflicting obligations. The Order fails to ensure that wirehne—to-wirele?s

LNP can be achieved 1n rural areas without imposing adverse impacts on users of
|

telecommunications services and undue economic burdens on 2 Percent Carners Despite
|

the Order’s conclusions to the contrary, the facts demonstrate that 1t 1s not techmcal}y

feasible for the 2 Percent Carmiers to comply with the November 24 deadline and tha:t

these carners will be subject to potential enforcement actions unless a stay is granted

|

33 Several 2 Percent Carners report that wireless carmiers have demanded that wireline calls to |
wireless networks must be “rated” as local calls on the basis of an assertion by the wireless carners that
“panity” dictates the result they desire Petiboners note the irony of the unsustainable claim of “parlty’:’ by
the wireless carners Panty would require equal regulatory treatment of both the wireline and the wireless
carniers with respect to the regulation or forbearance of rate regulation of the traffic they exchange E

|
!
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\
|
|
pending clarification and/or reconsideration of the Order Consequently, petltloners;
|
request that the Commission stay the application of the Order with respect to the 2 |
|
Percent Carners until 1t has reconsidered and clanfied 1ts application to these carrers.

Respectfully submutted,

\
x
!
|
INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE AND |
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ALLIANCE |
/s/ David W. Zesiger
David W. Zesiger
Executive Director
1300 Connecticut Avenue, N.-W
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 775-8116

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

/s/ L. Mane Guillory
L. Marie Gullory
Vice President, Legal and Industry

Jill Canfield

Regulatory Counsel

4121 Wilson Boulevard, 10" Floor
Arlington, VA 22203

(703) 351-2000

ORGANIZATION FOR THE PROMOTION
AND ADVANCEMENT OF SMALL
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES

/s/ John N Rose
John N Rose
President

Director of Government Relations
21 Dupont Circle, N W, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20037

(202) 659-5990

|
|
:
Stuart Polikoff ]
\
|
{
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE |
|
l

1, Rita H. Bolden, certify that a copy of the foregoing Emergency Joint Petition for Partial
Stay And Clanfication, filed on behalf of the Independent Telephone and
Telecommunications Alliance, the National Telecommunications Cooperative

Association, and the Orgamzation For The Promotion And Advancement Of Small

|
i
!
|
|

!

Telecommunications Companies, n CC Docket No. 95-116 was served on this leﬁ day

of November 2003 by first-class, U S Mail, postage prepaid, to the following perso:ns.

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW, Room 8-B201
Washington, D C. 20554

Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW, Room 8-B115
Washington, D C 20554

Commissioner Kevin J Martin
Federal Communications Commuission
445 12" Street, SW, Room 8-A204
Washington, D C. 20554

Commussioner Michael J. Copps
Federal Communications Commuission
445 12" Street, SW, Room 8-A302
Washington, D C 20554

Qualex International Portals II
445 12th Street, SW

Room CY-B402

Washington, D C. 20554
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/s/ Rita H Bolden K

Rita H Bolden {
|
i

Commnussioner Jonathan Adelstein ]|
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW, Room 8-C302!
Washington, D C 20554

1
|
Mr. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary ;
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW, TW-A325 |
Washington, D C. 20554 1

|

|

William Maher, Chuef Wireline
Competition Bureau

Federal Communications Commission

445 12 Street, SW |

Washington, D.C. 20554
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Feb. 9. 2004 10:50AM united telephone

=2 Sprint

Sprint PCS

6580 Sprimt Parkway

Mailstop: KSOPHW0516-5B360
Overland Park, KS 66251

(913) 794-9486
fromig01@sprintspectruin.com

May 16, 2003

To Whom It May Concern:

Enclosed is the Bonafide Request Form (BFR) as required by the FCC mandate (CC Docket 95-

116) to request deployment of long term Local Numbcr Portability. CMRS providers are
requircd to provide LNP by November 24, 2003. This BFR is bemg sent n anticipation of that

date. Please note the effective date requested reflects this requirement.

|
Please fecl free to contact me at the numbers and email address provided above Alternatively,

you may contact Jeff Adrian at phone number (407) 622-4170 or at email address:

jadna0l@sprintspectrum com if you need assistance

Sincerely,

Fawn Romig

Industry Compliance and Operational Network Support
Numbering Solutions

Enclosure




Feb. 9. 2004 10:51AM united telephone No.576 P. 15

Bonafide Request Form (BFR)

Purpose: This form is used to request deployment of long-term Local Number Portability as defined in tllhe FCC mandatcs
(cc :
Docket 95-116). Specifically, this form requests that ALL codcs be opened for portability within the Metrepolitan Statistical
Area and wireline switch CLLI codes designated below. This form may be used for both wireless and wh|'eline requests.

e —— X —

TO (RECIPTENT): FROM (REQUESTOR):
OCN: 0581 Company Name: Sprmt PCS
Company Name: UNITED TEL. CO INC. Contact Namne: Fawn Romug l
Contact Name: HERBERT BIVENS Contact's Address: 6580 Sprunt Parkway |
Mailstap. KSOPHW0516-58360 ‘i
Contact's Address: ~ TAYLOR STREET !
Overland Park, KS 66210 j
P.O. BOX 38 |
CHAPELIMLL ™ 37034 Contact's Email: frormg0) @sprmtspectrum.com
Contact's Phone; 615-364-2227 Contact's Fex: (913) 523-8333 |
Contact's Phone: (913) 7929486 |
TIMING: 1
Date of Request:  May 23, 2003 |
Receipt Confirmation Due By: June 9, 2003 ‘
Effective Date: ~ November 24, 2003 %
Designated Wireline Switch CLLI Codes: l
Ist CLLY: NLVLTNXARS1 dth CLLT: |
2nd CLLE: UNVLTNXARS0O Sth CLLI: |
3rd CLLL 6th CLLY: |
Designated Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs): |
Note: MSAs refer to the US Census Burcau MSAs  These may differ from the MSAs as separately defmed by the wireless or wireline indusﬁﬁ

MSA_NAME:

Nashwville, TN

Actions Required of the Recipient:
1. Within 10 days of receipt, provide confirmation to the requestor that this form has heen recaved.

2. For all currently released codes, and those to be released at any futare time, within the desigaated .S, Census Bureau MSAs !
and wirelne switch CLLI codes (where applicable), opea all for porting within the LERG.

3. For alf curently released codes, and those to be released at any future time, within the designated U.S. Census Burcuu MSAs

and wirehue swiich CLLI codes (where applicablc), open all fur porting within the NPAC Number Portability Administration
Center).

4, Ensure that all switches handling codes within the designated MSAs arc Local Number Portability enpable,
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